Recreation and gambling behaviors among college students by Platz, Laurie
UNLV Retrospective Theses & Dissertations 
1-1-1998 
Recreation and gambling behaviors among college students 
Laurie Platz 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalscholarship.unlv.edu/rtds 
Repository Citation 
Platz, Laurie, "Recreation and gambling behaviors among college students" (1998). UNLV Retrospective 
Theses & Dissertations. 963. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.25669/md2f-ywy9 
This Thesis is protected by copyright and/or related rights. It has been brought to you by Digital Scholarship@UNLV 
with permission from the rights-holder(s). You are free to use this Thesis in any way that is permitted by the 
copyright and related rights legislation that applies to your use. For other uses you need to obtain permission from 
the rights-holder(s) directly, unless additional rights are indicated by a Creative Commons license in the record and/
or on the work itself. 
 
This Thesis has been accepted for inclusion in UNLV Retrospective Theses & Dissertations by an authorized 
administrator of Digital Scholarship@UNLV. For more information, please contact digitalscholarship@unlv.edu. 
INFORMATION TO USERS
This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI 
films the text directly firom the original or copy submitted. Thus, some 
thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter free, while others may be 
from any type o f  computer printer.
The quality o f this reproduction is dependent npon the quality o f the 
copy subm itted. Broken or incfistinct print, colored or poor quality 
illustrations and photogr^hs, print bleedtfarough, substandard margins, 
and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction.
In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete 
manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if 
unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate 
the deletion.
Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 
sectioning the original, b^inning at the upper left-hand com er and 
continuing from Id t to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each 
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in reduced 
form at the back o f the book.
Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 
xerographically in this copy. Ifigher quality 6” x 9” black and white 
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations 
appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to 
order.
UMI
A B ell A  Hhwell Tnfiirma fiitn  P /tnip any
300 North Zed> Road, Ann Arbor MI 48106-1346 USA 
313/761-4700 800/S21-0600
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
RECREATION AND GAMBLING BEHAVIORS 
AMONG COLLEGE STUDENTS
by
Laurie Platz
Bachelor o f Arts 
Youngstown State University 
1994
Master o f Arts 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
1999
A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment 
o f the requirements for the
Master of Arts Degree 
Department of Psychology 
College of Liberal Arts
Graduate College 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
May 1999
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
ma Number: 1393924
Copyright 1999 by 
Platz, Laurie
All rights reserved.
UMI Microform 1393924 
Copyright 1999, by UMI Company. All rights reserved.
This microform edition is protected against unauthorized 
copying under Title 17, United States Code.
UMI
300 North Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, MI 48103
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Copyright by Laurie Platz 1999 
All Rights Reserved
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
UNIV Thesis ApprovalThe Graduate College 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Marrh 2 6 . 19_a2.
The Thesis prepared by
L a u r i e  P l a t z
Entitled
R e c r e a t i o n  and G a m b l in g  B e h a v i o r s
Among C o l l e g e  S t u d e n t s
is approved in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 
M a s t e r  o f  A r t s  i n  P s y c h o l o g y ____________________
Examination Committee Member
Examination Committee Member
Graiuate College Faculty Représentative
Ca f̂miiExamination (
'Aju
'ttee Chair
Dean of the Ct College
U
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
ABSTRACT
Recreation and Gambling Behaviors 
Among College Students
by
Laurie Platz
Dr. Murray G. Miliar, Examination Committee Chair 
Associate Professor o f Psychology 
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas
Motivation of student gamblers was described and compared with their 
motivation for other recreational activities. Students (N = 996) at the University o f 
Nevada, Las Vegas completed self-report questionnaires including The South Oaks 
Gambling Screen (Lesieur and Bloom, 1987) and the Recreation Experience Preference 
Scales (Driver, 1983). Despite differences in statistical significance (p<.01), pathological 
gamblers (N = 111) and recreational gamblers (N = 349) shared 7 o f their top 10 ranked 
motives for gambling. Primary motives for gambling appeared to remain stable with 
practical differences emerging in the rankings of their importance depending on an 
individual’s level o f gambling involvement. All students assigned statistically higher 
importance to their favorite other recreational activities than to their favorite gambling 
activities. However, recreational gamblers reported more agreement between motives for 
participating in their favorite gambling activities and their favorite other recreational 
activities.
Ill
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
Gambling’s social acceptance has increased considerably over the past twenty-five 
years. In 1975, Nevada was the only state that offered casino gambling, thirteen states had 
lotteries, and sixty-eight percent o f adults had gambled (Commission on the Review of the 
National Policy Toward Gambling, 1976). By 1988, forty-six states had sanctioned some 
form o f gambling for entertainment. The last decade has seen an accelerated and 
widespread growth o f gaming as a lucrative industry. Beginning in 1989, casino-style 
gambling grew substantially fi-om establishments in two states to locations in twenty-eight 
states. Today all but two states (Hawaii and Utah) have ratified commercial gambling. 
Hawaii may not be a holdout much longer, however, as they have entered the stage of 
public debate. In 1997, consumers in America spent $50.9 billion gambling (Christiansen, 
1998). More than one o f every ten dollars spent on leisure activities were spent gambling. 
More money was spent gambling than was spent on tickets to sporting events, movies, 
theme parks, video games, and recorded music combined. More than one o f every three 
dollars spent on leisure destinations were spent to go to casinos and racetracks 
(Christiansen, 1998). In 1999, Americans enjoy a variety o f gambling options including 
bingo, card clubs, casinos, charity gaming, lotteries, pari-mutuel betting, and gaming on 
Indian reservations (Eadington, 1996). Eighty-six percent o f the North American adult
1
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population have participated in these games o f chance (National Opinion Research Center, 
University o f Chicago [NORC], 1999).
Gambling Theory
Theories about gambling behavior run the gamut of relative merits and evils 
attributed to the activity. Bergler (1958, 1970) believed gambling to be 
psychomasochistic. He claimed gamblers were dedicated to their own destruction. They 
participated in order to punish themselves for something and were generally a menace to 
themselves and others. Felicia Campbell (1975a) thought practitioners should stay focused 
on the reasons behind excessive gambling behavior and not condemn the act o f gambling 
itself “It is not the gambling that is ill” (p. 4). Kusyszyn’s (1976) existential view 
suggested that gambling was functional play and provided a convenient channel for players 
to satisfy two basic human needs; confirmed existence and afihrmed self-worth.
Bergler’s ( 1958, 1970) The Psychology o f Gambling was considered the expert 
source on gamblers for many years. His views were formed through the interpretation of 
his personal experiences with hospitalized neurotic patients (N = 60). In his opinion, 
gambling was a disease. He described it as a pleasure/pain syndrome and asserted that 
gamblers wanted to lose. Although this view dominated gambling research for some time, 
not everyone who gambles becomes a problem or pathological gambler. Campbell (1975a) 
blamed the perpetuation o f this negative attitude on contemporary social scientists that 
treated gam bling much as the Victorians treated sex.
Campbell (1975a) conducted participant observation studies o f gamblers in Las
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Vegas, thereby also acquiring her theories about gamblers through personal experience. 
Her explanation o f gambling centered on the human need for adventure and excitement. 
She explained that the "action-adventurer" or the "adventurer within us" was at the heart 
o f the gambling mystique. Gamblers displayed vitality, were engaged in life, and they 
loved the action involved in gambling. When recounting a day at play they assessed the 
length of time spent playing for the amount o f money it cost. She found this characteristic 
persisted regardless o f the stakes. Gambling gave people a momentary escape from the 
normal demands o f their lives and provided the opportunity to make decisions and 
ecercise control. Adventurers playing random games (slots, keno, and bingo) commented 
that regardless o f the odds o f winning, everyone had an equal chance. Campbell (1975b) 
speculated that for many, this might have been their only true "equal chance" in life. 
Campbell (1975a) maintained that gambling was a healthy, frmdamental human activity 
that occurred in a society that encouraged homeostasis.
Kusyszyn empirically developed his theory of gambling as frmctional play. 
Kusyszyn and Kallai (1975) investigated the personality correlates of "real-life" gambling. 
They compared racetrack betters to psychology graduate students on a questionnaire that 
assessed risk-taking, internal cognitive experiencing, and several personality 
characteristics. Gamblers scored lower on anxiety, hostility, 6milial discord, internal 
cognitive experiencing, and internal sensation »q)eriencing. T h ^  also found that 
dominance, education, and rebelliousness correlated positively with the number of hours 
spent gambling each week. Those spending more hours gambling were more likely to 
indicate that th^r felt etched, confident, powerful, and in control o f the gambling
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situation. Ku^szyn (1984) cited the above findings as common to many adult leisure 
activities and Maslow*s (1968) description of peak experiences in self-actualized persons.
Kusyszyn and Rutter (1978) compared personality characteristics o f nongamblers, 
lottery players, light gamblers (av e rse  of four hours per week), and heavy gamblers 
(average of nineteen hours per week). The only significant difference found was for lottery 
players who scored lower than all other groups (including nongamblers) on risk-taking. 
Among the correlational findings, heavy gambling showed a significant positive 
relationship with self-esteem and risk-taking, whereas the number o f years gambling 
showed a significant negative relationship with anxiety and depression. It was postulated 
that for heavy gamblers, gambling was a healthy activity.
Pathological Gambling 
Empirically, most studies have focused on the potential problems associated with 
gambling. The National Center for Responsible Gaming recently fimded a meta-analysis of 
past gambling research (Shaffer, 1997). This study computed the prevalence of gambling 
and problem gambling over the past two decades. The findings has been much talked 
about, because as out o f character as this may seem, players on both sides of the gambling 
issue were pleased with the numbers. However, caution must be maintained as 
interpretation o f the numbers depended on who was using them.
Reverend Tom Grey, Illinois based Methodist minister and outspoken opponent of 
legalized gambling, focused on the findings of a "possible" 20 million, or "as many as" 7 
out of 10 gamblers in the United States and Canada were problem gamblers (Bems,
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1997b). Shannon Bybee, director o f the International Gaming Institute at the University of 
Nevada, Las Vegas, also cited data from the Shaffer (1997) study. However, he used the 
data to present gaming in a positive light. He cited the number o f problem gamblers as less 
than 2% of the overall population (Bems, 1997a). Frank Fahrenkop^ chief lobbyist for the 
casino industry in Washington, DC. and President o f the American Gaming Association, 
reported the actual statistical range of numbers. He stated that between one and five 
percent o f the North American adult population may be problem gamblers.
Most o f the 120 studies analyzed in the meta-analysis (Shaffer, 1997) were 
conducted with adults. Although research has found higher incidence o f problem gambling 
among college students than in the general adult population (e.g. Frank, 1987), only 12% 
of the studies analyzed directly addressed the population o f college students. Small sample 
size has been the major criticism of the studies that do exist (Shaffer, 1997).
Lesieur et al. (1991) have done the most comprehensive study o f college students' 
(N = 1,771) gambling behaviors. Data were gathered from six campuses in five states 
including the University of Nevada, Reno (UNR). The principle objective o f the study was 
enumerating the occurrence o f pathological gambling. Pathological gamblers were defined 
as those scoring 5 or better on the South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS) (Lesieur and 
Blume, 1987). Lesieur et al. (1991) found an overall pathological gambling rate o f 5.5% 
(3.6% for students at UNR). They also found males were significantly more likely than 
females to: gamble, gamble in casinos, spend more money gambling, play games o f skill or 
cards, and bet on sports.
Winters, Stinchfield, and Kim (1995) investigated the gambling behavior o f
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students residing in Nfinnesota (N = 702). Their research corresponded with the 
introduction o f a new state lottery. Indian gaming was also available in Minnesota for 
those over 21. A modified version o f the SOGS was used to identify problem gamblers. 
The SOGS-RA (Winters, Stinchfield, & Fulkerson, 1993) was adapted for use with 
adolescents. Extent o f pathology and gambling practices o f students were surveyed both 
before and after turning the legal age to participate in various gambling options. Rates o f 
pathology and rates o f play remained relatively unchanged, but showed a preference shift 
toward new activities when they became available.
Oster (1992) looked at the gambling behavior o f students (N = 544) enrolled in 
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV) introductory psychology courses. The SOGS 
was employed as one o f the instruments to measure pathology. Twenty-four percent o f 
students in the sample fell within the “problem” range (scores o f 3 and 4), while 11.2% 
scored above 5 as ‘probable pathological” gamblers. He found that men were more likely 
to gamble than women, and also more likely to develop gambling problems as well.
Ladouceur, Dube, and Bujold (1994) determined the prevalence o f pathological 
gambling and related issues among students (N = 1,471) fi"om three colleges in the Quebec 
City area o f Canada. The SOGS was used to assess the extent o f problem gambling, and 
the Jacobs Health Survey (Jacobs, 1987) was utilized to measure related issues. Rate o f 
occurrence for pathological gambling was 2.8% overall. Males displayed significantly 
higher rates (5.7%) than females (0.6%). Those identified as pathological also reported a 
higher incidence of suicide attempts, use o f psychotropic drugs, and antisocial behavior.
Dube, Freeston, and Ladouceur (1996) analyzed a subset o f one hundred
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
twenty-two college students from the previous study who were identified as "potential" or 
"probable" pathological gamblers. They differentiated between students according to their 
scores on the SOGS. Students who scored 3 or 4 were grouped as "potential" problem 
gamblers. Those who scored 5 and above were classified as "probable" pathological 
gamblers. Several factors were found to successfully differentiate between "potential" and 
"probable" pathological gamblers. "Probable" pathological gamblers were more likely to 
gamble heavily, to play alone, to worry, and to exhibit illegal behaviors. "Potential" 
pathological gamblers were more likely to have had a parent who experienced a gambling 
problem, to perceive gambling as a social activity, and to gamble with fiiends.
Concerning the assessment o f pathological gamblers, critics have often cited the 
arbitrary cut-off scores and inconsistent labels used to define groups o f gamblers. Shaffer 
( 1997) suggested that researchers need not give up the terminology they are comfortable 
with, but to use it along with a system of levels that he designed to dispel the ambiguity of 
labels; level 0 = never gambled; level 1 = no problems; level 2 = a subclinical amount of 
gambling problems (those in this category may progress in either direction along the 
continuum, or not at all); level 3 = severe disordered gambling; level 4 = those at level 3 
who seek help (pp. 81-82). The theory that gambling behavior fells on a continuum is not 
a new one, and was comprehensively described by Abt (1985) in The Business o f Risk. 
Regardless o f who is doing the numbers, or how they are perceived, two strong arguments 
can be made: a) a real problem exists for a minority o f gamblers, and b) the nuyorhy o f 
people gambling are doing so without any major incidents or substantial upsets (Shaffer et 
al., 1997; NORC, 1999).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Recreational Gambling 
It is interesting to note that the majority o f gambling research has not addressed 
the majority of gamblers; that is, recreational or nonpathological gamblers. Most people 
play for fun or entertainment (Custer, Meeland, & Krug, 1984). There is also evidence 
that the majority o f college students gamble for entertainment. For example, Frank (1988) 
investigated underage gambling by college students (N = 636) on a campus located near 
the casinos o f Atlantic City. His investigation took place over a three-year period (1986- 
1988). He found that sixty-six percent o f the students who had gambled were underage, 
and that the number remained stable over time. Favorite games included slot machines, 
blackjack, and roulette. Students reported playing with less money than they were 
carrying, which suggested that most of their gambling was controlled and recreational. 
Ninety-five percent o f those surveyed reported gambling with fiiends.
Also, Yuan, Yuan, and Janes (1996) took a basic look at the gambling behavior of 
students (N = 540) fi-om Central Michigan University. T h ^  examined student behaviors in 
reference to popular myths about college students' gambling practices. They found no 
support for the beliefs that students, a) gamble regularly, b) with large percentages of their 
money, and c) easily become addicted. The close proximity of students to available casino 
gambling did not affect their numbers. Eighty-seven percent responded that entertainment, 
as opposed to winning, was their motivation for gambling.
In addition, Lorenz (1983) studied the gambling experiences o f college students at 
the University o f Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV, N = 99) and Georgia State University (N = 
53). Sixty-five percent o f the respondents firom UNLV had gambled. Their preferred
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
games were cards, slot machines, and sports betting. Forty-nine percent had played in a 
casino. Besides gambling, they indicated the following among their leisure pursuits: sports 
(54%), reading and television (23%), home crafts (17%), and music (13%). Forty-five 
percent o f the UNLV students cited their main reasons for gambling were recreation and 
being with fiiends or family.
Motives for Recreational Gambling
Because of the focus on pathological gamblers, relatively little attention has been 
paid to the motivation o f recreational gamblers. Recent research by Cotte (1997) 
employed "ethnographic participant observation", an investigative technique used 
successfully in leisure research, to describe the motivation o f recreational gamblers. She 
unobtrusively interviewed forty-one gamblers, and recorded observations for fifty more, at 
a large northeastern casino complex. Her study yielded the following reasons for 
recreational gambling: cognitive self-classification, communing, competing, emotional 
self-classification, learning and evaluating, risk-taking, self-determination, and seeking a 
"rush".
Dumont and Ladouceur (1990) assessed recreational video poker players' (N = 30) 
motivation for gambling in (Quebec City, Canada. Gamblers were recruited fî om the 
general public and screened according to DSM-m criteria to eliminate compulsive 
gamblers. They used a five-item motivation measure along with an adapted version o f 
Beard and Raghd)'s (1983) Leisure Motivation Scale. Participants were then matched as 
groups o f regular (weekly) and occasional gamblers (less than once every two months).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Regular gamblers were found significantly more motivated to continue playing than 
occasional gamblers. However, motivation to play did not increase for either group with 
increased exposure to  play. Excitement was the foremost motive for gambling. R ^ tila r 
gamblers' reasons for playing included trying one's luck, for the fun or thrill o f playing, and 
to win money.
Chantai, Vallerand, and Vallieres (1991) created and tested the Gamblii% 
Motivation Scale (GMS) in Quebec, Canada as a way to  quantify the gambler's degree o f 
involvement with various games. They based their development of the GMS on Deci and 
Ryan's (1985, 1991) self-determination theory. Chantai and Vallerand (1996) used the 
GMS to contrast the levels o f motivation for participants in games o f skill (horse racing), 
and games o f luck (lottery). Players o f games o f skill scored significantly higher on 
measures o f self-determined motivation than players o f the lottery. Chantai et al. ( 1996) 
cautioned that the results may only apply to French Canadians, and encouraged replication 
with gamblers fi*om other cultural backgrounds. The GMS has recently been translated to 
English, and was used here as part of a validation study.
Coyle and Kiimey (1990) used Driver’s (1973) Recreation Experience Preference 
(REP) scales to contrast compulsive gamblers' (N = 61) motives for gambling with their 
motives for other recreational activities. T h ^  found that similarities existed between the 
gamblers’ reasons for involvement in both recreational and gambling activities.
Participants reported that risk and sensation seeking were more important for gambling 
than other recreational activities. They reported being with femily, exercise, and relating to 
nature as more important for other recreational activities than for gambling. The motives
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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noted for gambling were consistent with other published findings (Knowles, 1976).
Goals of Current Research 
Most studies o f gambling have dealt with the general adult population engaged in 
pathological gambling. This research focused on college students engaged in recreational 
gambling. Previously cited studies have indirectly gathered preliminary data concerning the 
reasons why students gamble (Yuan et al.,I996; Lorenz, 1983), but no investigation has 
directly assessed the motives for this behavior. Consequently, the first goal o f this research 
was to describe the motives college students have for recreational gambling. The second 
goal was to contrast the motives of recreational gamblers with those of pathological 
gamblers. The final goal was to compare these students’ motives for gambling with their 
motives for other recreational activities.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER 2
METHOD
Participants
Participants were recruited from students enrolled in UNLV Psychology 101 
classes between April and November 1998. As an introductory course. Psychology 101 
afforded the opportunity to  sample students with a wide range o f interests. Because the 
number of pathological gamblers is only a small percentage of the population, a large 
sample is desirable to show effects between groups. Participation for this study was 
restricted to those students who had gambled. Prior to signing up to participate, students 
were instructed to read the following definition of gambling;
Gambling includes, but is not limited to : all games of chance, including bingo, 
sports book, slot machines, video gambling games, and casino-type table games. 
Questions concern all gambling you may do whether it’s at a casino or at some 
other location -  for instance, a convenience store, restaurant, gas station, or at 
home. Gambling also includes: personal wagers made with fiiends on televised 
sporting events, your golf or pool games, etc.
After deletion o f cases with missing data, 996 usable questionnaires remained for analysis 
o f gambling data, 994 with regard to analyses of other recreational activities.
12
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Procedure
Participants were asked to answer questions in a self-report questionnaire 
describing their recreation participation, motives for recreation, gambling behavior, and 
motives for gambling. Questionnaire packets included; demographic questions, questions 
about recreational and gambling behaviors, the South Oaks Gambling Screen (Lesieur & 
Blume, 1987), the Recreation Experience Preference Scales (Driver, 1977), and the 
Gambling Motivation Scale (Chantai et al., 1991). The order o f the instruments in the 
packets was counterbalanced.
Demographic questions included the following: age, gender, m ^or, class standing, 
grade point average, Nevada residence, length o f residence, location o f residence (on or 
ofif-campus), ethnic or racial background.
South Oaks Gambling Screen
The SOGS is a reliable, valid indicator o f gambling problems (Lesieur & Blume, 
1987; Volberg & Banks, 1990). It has been translated into many languages for use with 
diverse populations (Abbott & Volberg, 1991; Martinez-Pina, de Parga , Vallnerdu,
Planas, Mateo, & Aguado, 1991; Ladouceur, 1996). Traditionally the SOGS is scored as 
follows: range = 1-20, 0 = no problem, 1-4 = some problem, 5 or more = probable 
pathological gambler (Lesieur & Blume, 1993).
The South Oaks Gambling Screen was used to differentiate levels o f gamblers for 
description and comparison (a  = 80). Questions one and two o f the SOGS are not 
scored, but address different forms o f gambling participation. They were modified for use
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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with this sample to reflect local forms o f available legalized gambling (Lesieur & Blume, 
1993). Categories for gambling participation were adapted from the Las Vegas 
Convention and Visitors Authority’s (1995-96) Clark Coimty Residents Survey, which 
provided an accurate list o f local choices. Included were the following locations where 
gambling is offered in the Las Vegas area; casinos, convenience stores, gas stations, 
grocery stores, local bars, and restaurants. Also included were the following l%al 
gambling options: slot machines, video poker, other video machines (21, keno, etc.), 
bingo, blackjack (live table games), poker (live table games), craps, keno (live), and 
race/sports book betting. The category o f "other" was included for those students who 
primarily bet in less formal settings (e.g. on their golf games or while playing cards with 
friends).
Those students scoring 0 on the SOGS (range 0 - 20) were classified as 
recreational gamblers. They showed no signs of problems related to  their gambling 
behavior. Those scoring from 1 -4  were indexed as problem gamblers. These people have 
experienced some problems due to their gambling behavior. Students scoring 5 and above 
were grouped as pathological gamblers. These individuals displayed several clinical 
symptoms of pathology related to their gambling behaviors.
Recreation Experience Preference Scales 
Currently, there are nineteen general recreation experience preference "domains" 
into which forty-three REP "dimensions" are empirically grouped. The REP scales 
(Driver, 1983) were designed to measure the ectent to which specific experiences are
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desired (their value) and expected from individuals choosing to engage in specific leisure 
activities. Extensive research has been done utilizing the REP scales, thus providing a 
considerable amount o f reliability and validity information (Graefe, EKttoa, Roggenbuck,
& Schreyer, 1981; Rosenthal, Driver, & Waldman, 1982; Tinsley, Driver, & Kass, 1982).
Forty-four items were chosen from 22 dimensions of Driver’s (1983) REP scales 
to assess different psychological outcomes desired and expected from participation in 
gambling and other recreational activities. Scales were chosen based on previously cited 
research to reflect twenty-two dimensions relevant to gambling; autonomy, being with 
fiiends, being with similar people, competence testing, control-power, escaping daily 
routine, escaping family, escaping role overloads, excitement, exploration, general 
learning, independence, introspection, meeting new people, observing other people, 
physical rest, reinforcing self-image, releasing tension, risk taking, skill development, 
slowing down mentally, and social recognition. In addition to these established REP 
dimensions, items were developed and incorporated in the same format to assess the 
importance o f winning. These items were added to both scales evaluating students’ 
favorite recreation and gambling activities. Participants were instructed to indicate the 
degree to which each statement was an important motivation for an enjoyable gambling 
experience. The identical format was used to assess favorite other recreation experiences. 
Students were instructed to answer the REP scales referring to their one fevorite gambling 
activity and their one 6vorite recreational activity respectively. Responses were made on a 
5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = not at all important to 5 = extremely important. 
Recreational activities were adapted from the Las Vegas Convention and Visitors
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Authority’s ( 1995-96) Clark County Residents Survey which provided an accurate list o f 
choices available in the greater Las Vegas metropolitan area.
Gambling Motivation Scale 
The GMS (a  = 93) consists o f twenty-eight items related to why people gamble. 
These items can be divided into seven subscales. Three subscales assess intrinsic 
motivation (IM), or participating in an activity for its own sake: IM Stimulation (e g. for 
fun and excitement); IM Knowledge (e.g. gathering information about how to play a 
game); IM Accomplishment (e.g. improved play of the game). Three subscales measure 
extrinsic motivation (EM), or using an activity as a means to an end: EM Identified 
Regulation (e.g. valued opportunities the activity provides such as socializing with 
friends), EM External Regulation (e.g. to win money); EM Introjected Regulation (e.g. 
governed by self-imposed regulations such as guilt). The final subscale measures 
Amotivation, or no perceived relationship between one’s conduct and an outcome.
Students were asked to indicate their level o f agreement with different reasons for 
participating in their favorite gambling activities. Items were rated on a 7-point scale from 
1 = does not correspond at all to 7 = corresponds exactly.
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RESULTS
Sample characteristics were as follows: Gender 53.8% female, 46.2% male. Age: 
range = 1 7 -7 3 ,  mean = 21.05, SD = 5.45; 67.6% of students were under the age o f 21, 
the legal age to gamble in Nevada. Class: 52% freshmen, 23.8% sophomores, 14.3% 
juniors, 9.5% seniors, .3% graduate students. GPA (N = 854): range = .5 - 4.0, mean = 
3.07, SD = .55. Students listed 60 different majors and were subsequently grouped 
according to college: 20.6% undeclared majors, 16.1% Liberal Arts, 15.4% Business and 
Economics, 8.1% Hotel Administration, 7.3% Engineering, 6.2% Health Sciences, 6.2% 
Education, 5.3% Human Performance and Development, 4.7% Science and Mathematics, 
3.7% Communication, 3.1% Fine and Performing Arts, 2% dual majors, 1% Architecture, 
Construction Management, and Planning. Residency: 73.9 % residents o f Nevada, range = 
2 months to 45 years, mean = 9.36 years, SD = 7.49 years. Ethnicity: 61% white/not of 
Hispanic origin, 16.2% Asian/Asian American/Pacific rim, 7% Black/African American, 
6.3% Hispanic/Latino, 5.4% mixed racial heritage, .7% Native American, 3.3% of 
students responded to the “other” category. When asked to choose the primary reason 
they gambled, 81% of students responded that they gambled for entertainment, 14.1% as a 
way to make money, 4.6% checked both answers. Student responses to 6vorite
recreational and gambling activities are listed in table 1.
17
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Table 1
Percentage o f Students’ Favorite Recreation & Gambling Activities
Favorite Recreational Activities Favorite Gambling Activities
1. Shopping 10% 1. Slot machines 26.6%
2. Visiting friends and relatives 9.3 2. Video poker 25.3
3. Basketball 8.1 3. Blackjack (live table games) 14.8
4. Movies 7.4 4. Race / sports book 9.3
5. Night clubs 6.9 5. Bets wiÂ fiiends 5.6
6. Eating out 5.7 6. Bingo 4.4
7. Working out 5.7 7. Craps 2.9
8. Golf 3.6 8. Poker (live table games) 2.6
9. Baseball 3.3 9. Keno (live) 2.2
10. Camping 3.3 10. Unspecified other 1.9
11. Snow skiing / snow boarding 3.1 11. Roulette 1.4
12. Football 2.7 12. Other video games 1.2
13. Soccer 2.6 13. State lottery 1.0
14. Spectator sporting events 2.4 14. Pipito .4
15. Unspecified other 2.4 15. Pai Gow .2
16. Swimming 2.3 16. Baccarat .1
17. Boating 2.2
18. Bowling 2.2
19. Hiking 2.1
20. Tennis 2.0
21. Community activities 1.7
22. Horseback riding 1.7
23. Water skiing 1.2
24. Fishing 1.1
25. Hunting .9
26. Cycling / mountain biking .7
27. Gambling .7
28. Sunbathing .7
29. Shows .6
30. Dancing .4
31. Bingo .3
32. Fraternal activities / parties .3
33. Sight seeing .2
34. Hockey .1
35. VoUeyball .1
36. Dirt biking .1
37. Running .1
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The South Oaks Gambling Screen was used to differentiate levels o f gamblers for 
description and comparison. Items on the SOGS (Lesieur & Bhime, 1987) were summed 
to produce a composite score for each individual. Individuals were then assigned to 
groups according to their total scores. Those students scoring 0 on the SOGS (range 0 - 
20) were classified as recreational gamblers, N = 349, 35%. Those scoring fi-om 1 - 4 were 
indexed as problem gamblers, N=536, 53.8%. Students scoring 5 and above were grouped 
as pathological gamblers, N = 111, 11.1%. Pearson correlations provided additional 
support for SOGS classifications as higher SOGS scores were associated with higher 
levels o f other gambling indicators. A significant positive association was found between 
students’ scores on the SOGS and the largest amount of money they had gambled in a day 
(r = .42, p<.01), the largest amount of money lost in a day (r = .45, p<.01), and the largest 
amount of m on^ won in a day (r = .33, p<.01 ). There was also a significant but negative 
association found between students’ scores on the SOGS and the amount o f time they 
spent gambling in casinos (r = -.15, p<01). No linear relationship was found between 
students’ SOGS scores and their fi'equency o f gambling in restaurants, bars, or stores. 
Gender by SOGS categories, favorite games, and fi'equency o f casino gambling are 
presented in tables 2 through 5.
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Table 2
Recreational. Problem- and Pathological Gamblers 
Characteristics o f the Overall Sample bv Gender
Gambling
Level Males Females
Recreational 12.8% 22.3%
Problems 26.6 27.2
Pathological 6.8 4.3
Table 3
Recreational. Problem, and Pathological Gamblers
Characteristics Within Groups bv Gender
Gambling
Level Males Females
Recreational 27.6% 41.4%
Problems 57.6 50.6
Pathological 14.8 8.0
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Table 4
Frequency o f Gambling in Casinos bv Gender
Frequency Males Females
Daily 1.1% NA
Weekly 18.7 5.0
Monthly 24.8 20.0
4 times a year or 
less
34.2 49.1
Table 5
Frequency o f Favorite Gambling Activities bv Gender
Select Games Males Females
Slot machines 17.2% 34.7%
Video poker 24.8 25.7
Blackjack 20.2 10.1
Sports book 16.5 3.2
Bets with friends 5.2 5.0
Bingo .7 7.6
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Motives of Recreational vs. Pathological Gamblers
Profile analysis was used to contrast REP motives o f recreational and pathological 
gamblers. Assumptions were met regarding normality of the sampling distribution, 
linearity, and nmlticollinearity. Due to a difference in sample size that would be expected 
in a normal population, the assumption o f homogeneity o f variance-covariance matrices 
was violated. After deamination o f sample sizes in relation to variances and covariances of 
cells, the alpha level was considered conservative as the larger variances and covariances 
were associated with larger sample sizes. To further guard a^ in st Type I error alpha was 
set at p<.01.
The primary test o f profile analysis is the test of parallelism. In this example it 
answers the question o f whether the recreational and pathological gamblers have parallel 
profiles o f responding to the REP motives for gambling. The profiles differed significantly 
fi'om parallelism using Wilk’s criterion, F (22, 972) = 63.372, p<.01, partial = .36. 
Students differed significantly on the level o f importance they assigned to individual REP 
motives with regard to their perception o f a favorable gambling experience.
The test o f flatness addresses the issue o f whether all the REP motives elicited the 
same average response independent o f gambling group. Using Hotelling’s criterion a 
significant deviation fi-om flatness was also illustrated, F = (44, 1942), p<.01, = . 10.
However, the test o f flatness in profile analysis is usually o f interest only if the profiles do 
not differ significantly fi’om parallelism, consequently it is irrelevant in this example as the 
question was answered above when the profiles differed from parallelism.
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The levels test in profile analysis examines the overall difference among groups. It 
answers the question o f a between-subjects main effect, o r whether one o f the groups o f 
gamblers has reliably higher scores than the other on the REP motives for gambling. The 
test of levels found reliable differences among groups when scores were averaged over the 
23 REP motives for gambling, F (2, 993) = 40.17, p< 01. Pathological gamblers scored 
significantly higher than recreational gamblers on the combined level o f importance they 
assigned to individual REP motives with r% ard to their perception of a favorable 
gambling experience (refer to figure 1).
Gambling Level
Figure 1 Recreational and pathological gamblers REP motives for gambling.
Recreational
Pathological
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Scheffe tests were used to examine the differences between recreational and 
pathological gamblers with regard to marginal mean group ratings o f importance assigned 
to the 23 REP motives for gambling. Pathological gamblers rated the following 19 REP 
motives for gambling as more important than recreational gamblers for their enjoyment of 
a favorable gambling experience (p<.01): autonomy, being with friends, competence 
testing, control-power, escaping daily routine, escaping frmily, escaping role overloads, 
excitement, general learning, independence, introspection, physical rest, reinforcing 
self-image, releasing tension, risk taking, skill development, slowing down mentally, social 
recognition, and winning. No significant group differences were found for the motives o f 
exploration, being with similar people, meeting new people, and observing the other 
people there. Table 6 illustrates the rank order o f importance o f each REP gambling 
motive within and across groups.
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Table 6
RFP Motives for flamblïng Participation Recreational vs. Pathological Gamblers
Recreational Gamblers Mean Pathological gamblers Mean
1. Winning 2.97 1. Winning 3.75
2. Exploration 2.65 2. Excitement 3.46
3. Excitement 2.53 3. Risk 3.30
4. Being with fiiends 2.52 4. Autonomy 3.13
5. Being with similar people 2.50 5. Independence 3.05
6. Risk 2.44 6. Escaping daily routine 3.02
7. Observing other people 2.39 7. Exploration 2.97
8. Autonomy 2.33 8. Being with friends 2.90
9. Escaping daily routine 2.27 9. Competence testing 2.89
10. Meeting new people 2.19 10. Control/power 2.88
11. Reinforces seff-image 2.19 11. Skill development 2.86
1 2 .Independence 2.14 12. Tension releaser 2.82
13. Competence testing 2.11 13. Physical rest 2.78
14. Skill development 2.11 14. Being with similar people 2.78
15. Physical rest 2.06 15. Reinforces self-image 2.77
16. Tension releaser 2.01 16. Slow down mentally 2.77
17. Control/power 2.00 17. Escaping role overloads 2.70
18. Slow down mentally 1.99 18. Observing other people 2.60
19. Escaping role overioads 1.98 19. Meeting new people 2.57
20. General learning 1.94 20. Social recognition 2.56
21. Social recognition 1.78 21. General learning 2.47
22. Escaping family 1.76 22. Escaping Family 2.38
23. Introspection 1.70 23. Introspection 2.26
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Recreational Gamblers' REP Motives for 
Gambling vs. Other Recreational Activities 
To describe student recreational gamblers’ (N = 349) motives for participation in 
gambling and other recreational activities, items from Driver’s (1983) REP scales were 
averaged to produce a composite score for each individual on each o f the twenty-three 
motives respectively. Composite scores on each motive were then computed for the 
recreational gamblers as a group. Group means were rank-ordered from largest to smallest 
to reflect the relative order o f importance o f each motive within the group for each activity 
(refer to table 7).
Profile analysis o f repeated measures was used to compare recreational gamblers’ 
motives for participating in their favorite gambling activities with their motives for 
participating in their favorite other recreational activities. The test o f parallelism in this 
case answers the question o f interaction: Among recreational gamblers, do favorite 
gambling activities and other favorite recreational activities elicit the same pattern of 
responses to the REP motives? The profiles differed significantly from parallelism using 
Wilk’s criterion, F (44, 15,222) = 58.201, p< 01, partial = .48. Recreational gamblers 
differed significantly on the importance th ^  assigned to individual REP motives with 
regard to their favorite gambling and other recreational activities. In this context, the 
flatness test evaluates the within-subjects main effect, and is irrelevant in this context as 
this question was already addressed when the profiles differed significantly from 
parallelism.
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The levels test o f this analysis concerns whether one activity (gambling or other 
recreation) elicited reliably higher scores on the REP motives than the other activity. The 
test o f levels found reliable differences between activities when scores were averaged over 
the 23 REP motives, F (2, 345) = 2333.87, p< 01. Recreational gamblers assigned 
significantly higher levels o f importance to their other recreational activities than they did 
to their gambling activities.
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Table 7
Recreational Gamblers Motives for Favorite Recreational and Gambling Activities
Motives for Gambling Mean Motives for Recreational Activities Mean
1. Winning 2.97 1. Being with similar people 3.81
2. Exploration 2.65 2. Exploration 3.54
3. Excitement 2.53 3. Escaping role overloads 3.49
4. Being with friends 2.52 4. Tension releaser 3.47
5. Being with similar people 2.50 5. Being with friends 3.43
6. Risk 2.44 6. Excitement 3.34
7. Observing other people 2.39 7. Slow down mentally 3.30
8. Autonomy 2.33 8. Skill development 3.14
9. Escaping daily routine 2.27 9. Escaping ds^y routine 3.11
10. Meeting new people 2.19 10. Meeting new people 3.08
11. Reinforcing self-image 2.19 11. Reinforcing self-image 3.06
12. Independence 2.14 12. Competence testing 3.04
13. Competence testing 2.11 13. Autonomy 3.03
14. Skill development 2.11 14. Observing other people 2.98
15. Physical rest 2.06 15. General learning 2.85
16. Tension releaser 2.01 16. Independence 2.80
17. Control/Power 2.00 17. Control/Power 2.71
18. Slow down mentally 1.99 18. Physical rest 2.68
19. Escaping role overloads 1.98 19. Winning 2.62
20. General learning 1.94 20. Escaping family 2.53
21. Social recognition 1.78 21. Social recognition 2.47
22. Escaping family 1.76 22. Risk 2.44
23. Introspection 1.70 23. Introspection 2.36
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Pathological Gamblers' REP Motives 
for Gambling vs. Other Recreational Activities 
To describe student pathological gamblers’ (N = 111) motives for participation in 
gambling and other recreational activities, items from Driver’s (1983) REP scales were 
averaged to produce a composite score for each individual on each o f the twenty-three 
motives respectively. Composite scores on each motive were then computed for the 
pathological gamblers as a group. Group means were rank-ordered from largest to 
smallest to reflect the relative order o f importance o f each motive within the group for 
each activity (refer to table 8).
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Table 8
Pathological Gamblers Motives for Favorite Recreational and Gambling Activities
Motives for Gambling Mean Motives for Recreational Activities Mean
1. Winning 3.75 1. Excitement 3.82
2. Excitement 3.46 2. Being with similar people 3.68
3. Risk 3.30 3. Tension releaser 3.63
4. Autonomy 3.13 4. Being with friends 3.61
S. Independence 3.05 5. Escaping role overloads 3.57
6. Escaping daily routine 3.02 6. Winning 3.56
7. Exploration 2.97 7. Slow down mentally 3.55
8. Being with friends 2.90 8. Exploration 3.50
9. Competence testing 2.89 9. Autonomy 3.45
10. Control/power 2.88 10. Skill development 3.40
11. Skill development 2.86 11. Reinforces self-image 3.39
12. Tension releaser 2.82 12. Competence testing 3.60
13. Physical rest 2.78 13. Escaping daily routine 3.32
14. Being with similar people 2.78 14. Control/power 3.28
15. Reinforces self-image 2.77 15. Independence 3.25
16. Slow down mentally 2.77 16. Meeting new people 3.23
17. Escaping role overloads 2.70 17. Physical rest 3.09
18. Observing other people 2.60 18. Social recognition 3.08
19. Meeting new people 2.57 19. Risk 3.05
20. Social recognition 2.56 20. General learning 3.04
21. General learning 2.47 21. Observing other people 3.03
22. Escaping family 2.38 22. Introspection 2.76
23. Introspection 2.26 23. Escaping family 2.67
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Profile analysis o f repeated measures was used to compare pathological gamblers’ 
motives for participating in their fevorite gambling activities with their motives for 
participating in their favorite other recreational activities. The test of parallelism as in the 
previous example answers the question of interaction; Among pathological gamblers, do 
fevorite gambling activities and other fevorite recreational activities elicit the same pattern 
of responses to the REP motives? The profiles differed significantly from parallelism using 
Wilk’s criterion, F (44, 4,838) = 11.965, p<.01, partial = .43. Pathological gamblers 
differed significantly on the importance they assigned to individual REP motives with 
regard to their favorite gambling and other recreational activities.
The flatness test evaluates the within-subjects main effect. It asks whether the 
rankings o f importance for individual REP motives changed from one type o f activity to 
the other. As in the prior example o f profile analysis the relevance of this question was 
already addressed when the profiles differed significantly from parallelism.
The levels test o f this analysis concerns whether one activity (gambling or other 
recreation) elicited reliably higher scores on the REP motives than the other activity. The 
test o f levels found reliable differences between activities when scores were averaged over 
the 23 REP motives, F (2, 109) = 1147.565, p< 01. Pathological gamblers assigned 
significantly higher levels o f importance to their other recreational activities than th ^  did 
to their gambling activities.
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GMS Recreational Gambling Motivation 
As a separate measure o f recreational gambling involvement, items from the GMS 
(Chantai et al., 1991) were summed to produce a composite score for each individual 
recreational gambler (N = 349) on each o f the seven types o f motivation. Composite 
scores for each type o f motivation were then computed for the recreational gamblers as a 
group. Group means were rank-ordered from largest to smallest to reflect the relative 
order of importance for each type o f motivation within the group (refer to table 9).
Table 9
GMS Motivation o f Recreational Gamblers
Type of Motivation Example
I . IM Stimulation For fun and excitement
2. EM External Regulation To win money
3. Amotivation No perceived relationship o f behavior to outcome
4. EM Identified Regulation Socializing with fiiends
5. EM Introjected Regulation Self-imposed regulations for playing the game
6. IM Knowledge Gathering information about how to play the game
7. IM Accomplishment Improved play of the game
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GMS Pathological Gambling Motivation.
As a separate measure o f pathological gambling involvement, items from the GMS 
(Chantai et al., 1991) were summed to produce a composite score for each individual 
pathological gambler (N = 111) on each o f the seven types o f motivation. Composite 
scores for each type o f motivation were then computed for the pathological gamblers as a 
group. Group means were rank-ordered from largest to smallest to reflect the relative 
order o f importance for each type o f motivation within the group (refer to table 10).
Table 10
GMS Motivation o f Pathological Gamblers
Type o f Motivation Example
1. Amotivation No perceived relationship o f behavior to outcome
2. EM Identified Regulation Socializing with friends
3. EM External Regulation To win money
4. EM Introjected Regulation Self-imposed regulations for playing the game
5. IM Knowledge Gathering information about how to play the game
6. £M Stimulation For fim and excitement
7. EM Accomplishment Improved play of the game
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Other Analyses
Scheffe tests were used following multivariate analysis to  examine the differences 
between groups o f gamblers with regard to  ratings of importance assigned to the 23 REP 
motives for gambling. Although the purpose o f this paper did not extend to the differences 
between problem and pathological gamblers, several significant differences were found 
and may serve as the impetus for further research. Pathological gamblers ranked the 
importance o f the following REP motives for gambling higher than problem gamblers 
(p<.01): control/power, competence testing, escaping daily routine, escaping role 
overloads, escaping femily, independence, physical rest, slowing down mentally, social 
recognition, releasing tension, and winning money. Problem gamblers ranked the 
importance o f all the REP motives for gambling higher than recreational gamblers (p< 01) 
EXCEPT: exploration and observing other people.
Significant differences o f importance assigned to the REP motives for participation 
in fevorite other recreational activities were also found between the pathological gamblers 
and other groups. Pathological gamblers ranked the REP motives of winning and social 
recognition as more important to their enjoyment of their fevorite recreational activities 
than did both problem and recreational gamblers (p<.01). Pathological gamblers also 
ranked the following REP motives as significantly more important than recreational 
gamblers with regard to their other favorite recreational activities (p<.01): control/power, 
excitement, and risk.
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DISCUSSION
This research focused on college students engaged in recreational gambling. 
Although prior research had indirectly gathered preliminary data concerning the reasons 
why students have gambled (Yuan et al., 1996; Lorenz, 1983), no other investigation had 
directly assessed the motives for this behavior. Consequently, the first goal o f this research 
was to  describe the motives college students reported for recreational gambling. The 
second goal was to contrast the motives o f the recreational gambling group with those of 
the pathological gambling group. The final goal was to compare these students’ motives 
for gambling with their motives for other recreational activities.
Although they assigned different rankings o f  importance as well as statistically 
different mean values, the recreational and pathological groups shared seven of their top 
ten motives for gambling (refer to table 11). It appears that motives o f different groups of 
gamblers are not so dissimilar in and o f themselves. The differences appeared in the 
ranking o f importance assigned to these motives which depended on an individual’s level 
o f gambling involvement. This study is an important link to prior research as it contrasts 
the motives o f individuals at different levels o f gambling involvement, and improves our 
understanding of what recreational gambling is. This quantitative approach to the 
measurement o f recreational gambling helps establish a discrete rather than an abstract
35
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definition for the activity, and is more easily replicable for future research with other 
populations.
Table 11
Recreational and Pathological Gamblers’ Top Ten Ranked REP Motives for Gambling
Recreational Gamblers Mean Pathological gamblers Mean
* 1. Witming 2.97 * 1. Winning 3.75
*2. Exploration 2.65 * 2. Excitement 3.46
*3. Excitement 2.53 *3. Risk 3.30
*4. Being with fiiends 2.52 * 4. Autonomy 3.13
5. Being with similar people 2.50 5. Independence 5.05
*6. Risk 2.44 * 6. Escaping daily routine 3.02
7. Observing other people 2.39 * 7. Exploration 2.97
*8. Autonomy 2.33 * 8. Being with fiiends 2.90
*9. Escaping daily routine 2.27 9. Competence testing 2.89
10. Meeting new people 2.19 10. Control/power 2.88
(*) shared motives for each group
REP Motives for Gambling Related to Prior Research 
The pathological gambling group was more motivated to gamble than the 
recreational gambling group with regard to REP motives for gambling. For example, both 
groups included winning and excitement in their top five ranked motives for gambling, but 
the pathological group assigned higher mean values o f importance to these attributes. 
Although statistical significance was found between groups for the motive of winning 
which was added for this study to the established REP motives, there was no practical 
difference as all groups ranked winning as their number one motive for a fiivorable
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gambling experience. Ironically, although students expressed winning as their most 
important REP motive for enjoyment o f gambling, 81% chose entertainment as opposed 
to winning (14.1%) when a separate question directly asked their primary reason for 
gambling. It seems that winning is the primary motive for students’ “favorable” gambling 
experiences, but relatively few o f them gamble expecting to win.
Recreational gamblers’ REP motives for gambling were consistent with the 
characteristics o f recreational gambling detailed by Cotte’s (1997) observational research. 
For example, competing (winning), communing (being with friends, similar people), risk- 
taking (risk), seeking a rush (excitement), and self-definition (reinforcing self-image) all 
occurred within the top ten ranked motives o f the recreational gamblers in this study. 
Support was also found for the motives of learning/evaluating (competence testing, skill 
development, and general learning), and cognitive self-classification (social recognition), 
but with less assigned importance. No corresponding motives were found in this study for 
Cotte’s (1997) description of emotional selfrclassification.
The REP motives reported by gamblers in this study also fit Campbell’s (1975a) 
theory o f gamblers as “action-adventurerers” seeking adventure and excitement in their 
play. Exploration and excitement were ranked second and third respectively by the 
recreational gamblers in this study. Campbell also observed that people played to escape 
from the normal demands of their lives and it provided them with an opportunity to make 
decisions and experience control. These attributes were also found in this study, but 
ranked higher by the pathological gamblers than the recreational gamblers; escaping daily
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routine (6/9), autonomy (4/8), control/power (10/17).
REP Motives for Gambling vs. Other Recreational Activities 
Some o f the findings in this study regarding similarities between students’ motives 
for gambling and other recreational activities support those o f prior research. Coyle and 
Kinney (1990) used Driver’s (1977) REP scales and a molar/domain approach to 
investigate similarities between compulsive gamblers’ motives for gambling and their 
motives for other recreational activities. Compulsive gamblers reported “escaping personal 
and social pressures”, “achievement”, and “leadership” in their top five of seventeen 
motives for participating in both activities. The only similarity between pathological 
gamblers’ reported motives for each activity in this study was the motive o f excitement 
which occurred in the top five reasons for both gambling (2) and other recreational ( 1 ) 
activities. Excitement is one o f the seven dimensions included in Driver’s (1983) 
achievement/stimulation domain. For the Coyle and K inn^  (1990) study, excitement was 
conceptualized as a dimension in the domain o f sensation-seeking (Driver, 1973) which 
was revised in later item pools. Also coinciding with Coyle and Kinney’s (1990) findings 
were the dimensions o f independence and autonomy (domain o f leadership), and risk 
(domain o f risk) among the top five motives pathological gamblers reported for 
participating in their fevorite gambling activities. With regard to  the motives for 
participating in other recreational activities, releasing tension and escaping role overioads 
(domain o f escaping personal and social pressure) were found among the top five motives
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for pathological (compulsive) gamblers in both studies.
Tables 12 and 13 list each group’s top five ranked recreational and gambling 
activities. Recreational gamblers shared three o f their top five motives for participating in 
both recreational and gambling activities: exploration, being with friends, and being with 
similar people. Rounding out the top five motives reported for recreational gambling were 
winning and excitement; for other recreational activities, escaping role overloads and 
releasing tension. Recreational gamblers in this study were found to have more motives in 
common for participating in their frtvorite gambling and other recreational activities than 
did pathological gamblers (refer to tables 14 and IS).
Table 12
Favorite Gamhlino and Other Recreational Activities For Recreational Gamblers
Favorite Gambling Activities Favorite Other Recreational Activities
1. Slot machines 1. Shopping
2. Video poker 2. Visiting fiiends/relatives
3. Blackjack 3. Movies
4. Race/Sports book 4. Basketball
5. Bets with fiiends 5. Working out
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Table 13
Favorite Gambling and Other Recreational Activities For Pathological Gamblers
Favorite Gambling Activities Favorite Other Recreational Activities
1. Blackjack 1. Night clubs
2. Video poker 2. Eating out
3. Slot machines 3. Basketball
4. Race/Sports book 4. Shopping
5. Bingo 5. Working out
Table 14
Recreational Gamblers’ Top Five Ranked REP Motives 
for Gambling and Other Recreational Activities
Gambling Motives Other Recreational Activity Motives
1. Winning * 1. Being with similar people
* 2. Exploration * 2. Exploration
3. Excitement 3. Escaping role overloads
* 4. Being with friends 4. Tension releaser
* 5. Being with similar people * 5. Being with friends
(*) shared motives for each activity
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Table 15
Pathological Gamblers^ Top Five Ranked RRP Motives 
for Gambling and Other Recreational Activities
gam bling Motives Other RecreatioW  Activity Motives
1. Winning * 1. Excitement
* 2. Excitement 2. Being with similar people
3. Risk 3. Tension releaser
4. Autonomy 4. Being with friends
5. Independence____________________ 5. Escaping role overloads_________
(*) shared motives for each activity
Although the rank-orders are a bit different, four of the top frve motives for 
participating in other recreational activities were the same across groups of recreational 
and pathological gamblers; being with similar people, being with friends, escaping role 
overloads, and releasing tension. Completing the top five motives for each group were 
exploration for recreational gamblers, and excitement for pathological gamblers
Overall, students in this study assigned greater importance in the form of higher 
mean scores to their recreational activities as opposed to their gambling activities. Coyle 
and Kinney (1990) expressed concern over this finding in their study. They questioned the 
usefulness of the REP scales with their sample o f  compulsive gamblers and its ability to 
measure the recall o f activities as well. This study extends C o^e and Kiimey’s (1990)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
42
research with a much larger sample and across different levels of gambling involvement. 
The REP scales used here were highly reliable in assessing the given activities; favorite 
gambling (a  = .97) and favorite other recreation (a  = 96). Both studies finding motives 
for other recreational activities were awarded higher mean scores than gambling activities 
suggests that it may be a reliable difference. This finding held across groups of students at 
different levels o f gambling involvement. Simply put, although gambling can be a highly 
motivating recreational activity, it does not appear to be THE most highly motivating 
recreational activity in players’ lives. Future research could employ an idiographic 
approach to explain the similarities and differences in individuals’ motives for participating 
in particular activities. For example, why might someone choose an evening of video 
poker over an evening at the movies?
Characteristics o f Student Gamblers Across Studies 
The percentage of students under the age o f 21 in this sample (67.6%) is consistent 
with that reported in other college studies (66%, Frank, 1988; 56.3%, Oster,1992; 56.9%, 
Oster and Knapp, 1994). Frank (1988) examined underage gambling in Atlantic City, and 
found the percentage o f students who had gambled remained stable over time. This study 
found comparable numbers more than a decade later. Oster and Knapp (1994) compared 
two separate studies o f UNLV students with regard to underage gambling participation. 
They found 56.3% (Oster, 1992) and 56.9% (Oster and Knapp, 1994) of each sample to 
be under the age o f 21. Ninety-two percent and 90.7% o f these underage students
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respectively had gambled. It appears that the proliferation o f gambling and the passage o f 
time have not effected the participation of underage college students in the US. With 
regard to those students who go on to finish college, NORC (1999) recently reported that 
college graduates were less likely to be pathological gamblers than adults of other 
education levels within the general population.
Data fi'om this study supports the traditional gender differences found in the 
college gambling literature (Lesieur et al., 1991; Oster, 1992). Males favored games o f 
skill over games o f luck, had higher fi-equencies o f gambling in casinos, and reported 
higher rates o f pathological gambling. For «cample, men chose blackjack twice as often, 
and sports book betting five times more often, than women did as their favorite games to 
play. On the other hand, women frvored games o f chance. Women chose slot machines 
twice as often, and bingo ten times more often, than men did as their favorite games to 
play. Males were four times more likely than females to gamble daily or weekly in casinos, 
and almost twice as likely to report pathological gambling.
Measuring Levels o f Gambling Involvement
At first glance, the overall prevalence rate for pathological gambling reported in 
this study (11.1%) may be misleading when compared to rates published in other studies. 
It appears larger than some (5.5%, Lesieur et al., 1991; 2.8%, Ladouceur et al., 1994), 
and comparable to others (11.2%, Oster and Knapp, 1994). A recent meta-analysis 
(Shaffer et al., 1997) reported the prevalence rate for pathological gambling among
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college students to range between 4.67 and 6.56 % depending on the measurement 
instrument used in the study. Another explanation for the discrepancy lies in the différent 
ways prevalence rates can be calculated. The first method provides a conservative estimate 
o f pathological gambling prevalence because it divides the number o f pathological 
gamblers in the sample by the total number of participants in the sample (including those 
who have never gambled). The second method provides a more liberal estimate of 
pathological gambling as it divides the number o f pathological gamblers in the sample by 
the number participants in the sample who /uzve actually gambled. Because participation in 
this study was limited to those students who had actually gambled, the second and more 
liberal method was used to compute the prevalence rate of pathological gambling. The 
prevalence rate for pathological gambling reported in this study would drop if 
nongamblers had been included.
This study employed the traditional cut-off values for grouping students according 
to their SOGS scores. There is generally agreement across studies that a SOGS score of 5 
and above constitutes pathological (or “probable” pathological) gambling. However, this 
agreement doesn’t hold at the other end o f the scale, the end that defines recreational 
gambling. Recreational gamblers in college studies (Lesieur et al., 1991; Winters et al., 
1995; Dubé et al., 1996) have generally not been defined as such, but implied by exclusion 
fi'om the problem and pathological cat%ories. Subclinical levels o f problem gambling have 
been defined by individual researchers for the purposes o f their independent investigations. 
Depending on the degree o f severity, problem gamblers generally meet fi'om two to four
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of the American Psychiatric Association’s (APA; 1980, 1994) pathological gambling 
criteria (Lesieur, 1998). Lesieur et al. (1991) and Dubé et al. (1996) defined their problem 
and “potential” problem categories respectively as total SOGS scores o f 3 or 4, which 
implied nonproblem or recreational gamblers’ SOGS scores to be 0 through 2. The 
traditional SOGS cut-off value o f 0 used in this study for the nonproblem gambling 
category tends to be a conservative measure o f recreational gambling when compared to 
other published student studies (Lesieur et al., 1991; Winters et al., 1995; Dubé et al., 
1996).
Winters et al. (1993) developed the SOGS-RA specifically for use with an 
adolescent population. Ail questions are framed ‘Tn the past 12 months . . .”, and it 
provides two options for classifying gamblers into groups based on either broad or narrow 
criteria. Broad criteria is based on the highest frequency of gambling behavior plus total 
SOGS-RA scores. O f interest here is the narrow criterion scoring which is similar to that 
traditionally used for the SOGS. It is based solely on total SOGS-RA scores: 0 -  1 = no 
problem, 2 -  3 = at risk, 4 and above = problem. Even with this narrow or conservative 
version o f scoring, students with SOGS-RA total scores o f 1 are included in the “no 
problem” category. This illustrates curiosity about adult activities as a normal adolescent 
fimction and not necessarily a sign o f future problems. Note that student recreational 
gamblers’ in this study cited “exploration” second only to “winning money” when 
assigning importance to their motives for an ergoyable gambling eq^erience.
While «q)loring the dgta collected for this study, it was noted that including
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students with total SOGS scores of 1 in the recreational gambling group minimally 
effected results. With regard to the rankings o f importance assigned to the individual REP 
motives for gambling, observing other people (7) and autonomy (8) reversed positions as 
did slowing down mentally ( 17) and escaping role overloads ( 18). Although the traditional 
SOGS cut-off value for grouping recreational gamblers was retained in this study, future 
research with student recreational gambling might consider relaxing this standard to 
include total SOGS scores o f 1 or 2. Differences in motives with this sample appeared 
negligible. The problem gambling category has been conceptualized as being fluid along 
the gambling continuum with gamblers slipping in and out of this category over their 
lifetimes (Shaffer, 1997). It could be that scoring 1 or 2 on the SOGS is just part of 
recognizing the realities involved with gambling. Future research may also consider using 
more than one diagnostic measure of gambling level involvement in an attempt to 
determine which instrument is most appropriate for college students and their adventurous 
experimental nature.
Two hundred sixty-six students in this study were excluded from the recreational 
gambling group due to their affirmative answers on one o f the SOGS items. One hundred 
forty-eight o f these students were eliminated by one specific question: “Did you ever 
gamble more than you intended?” . Talking with students who had completed this study 
revealed some confusion when interpreting this question. The most common response 
was, “Any time I lost money. I’d gambled more than I intended”. Winters (1993) modified 
the wording o f this question for the SOGS-RA to read, “Have you ever gambled more
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than you planned to?” . It might also be suggested that the response categories be changed 
from a dichotomous “yes / no” to a more diverse “every time / most o f the time / some of 
the time / never” as is used in the SOGS for the question assessing chasing behavior. With 
the intention o f addressing some o f the measurement issues encountered when diagnosing 
pathological gambling in a nonclinical setting (e.g. high frdse-positive rates), a new 
instrument has been developed (NORC, 1999). The NORC DSM Screen for Gambling 
Problems (NODS) was developed from the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual o f Mental 
Disorders, Fourth edition (DSM-IV; APA, 1994) criteria as opposed to DSM-HI (APA, 
1980) diagnostic criteria which was used for the SOGS (Lesieur & Blume, 1987). The 
NODS (NORC, 1999) also specified time fiâmes for assessing certain elements of 
gambling behavior as well as taking into account the amount of money a gambler had 
wagered. The NODS was recently used in a national survey where acceptable preliminary 
reliability and validity were established (NORC, 1999).
Also an issue with the South Oaks Gambling Screen (Lesieur & Blume, 1987) and 
other gambling survey instruments is the feet that they are extremely face valid self-report 
methods of gathering sensitive data. This remains a popular method among gambling 
studies (along with assured confidentiality) because o f the impracticality o f verifying the 
requested information. It is therefore an accepted trade-off or sacrifice in a research design 
measuring a construct that is not easily observed under controlled conditions. With any 
fece valid self-report measure is the concern o f  how socially desirable responding effects 
results. Platz and Hoefer (1999) examined answers on the SOGS in relation to those on
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the BIDR-6 (Paulhus, 1994). The BIDR-6 is an index of socially desirable responding 
which produces an overall score as well as subscores for the components o f self-deceptive 
enhancement and impression management. Self-deceptive enhancement is a form of 
“cognitive overconfidence” (p. 12). Respondents tend to actually believe their own socially 
desirable self-attributions. Impression management is “exaggerated social conventionality” 
(p. 12). It is deliberately responding in a way that presents a more fevorable opinion of 
oneself^ or in other words, lying. In their sample (N = 297) total SOGS scores were 
significantly and negatively related to total BIDR-6 scores as well as both subscale scores. 
However, there was no significant association found once the variance due to self- 
deceptive enhancement was removed firom total scores. This suggests that gamblers 
displaying socially desirable responses tended to believe the information they were 
providing, and did not intentionally lie about their behaviors.
The Gambling Motivation Scale 
Results obtained with the GMS (Chantai et al., 1991) support the SOGS 
classifications o f gamblers and the REP (Driver, 1983) motives for gambling also found in 
this study. The GMS is based on Deci and Ryan’s (1985, 1991) cognitive evaluation 
theory o f motivation. Variance among individuals’ motivation is attributed to their self- 
determination and perceptions o f confidence. In the context o f gambling, the seven 
subscales o f the GMS can be thought o f as progressing fi'om intrinsic motivation to 
amotivation. This illustrates a progression from high selfrdetermination (e.g. exploring.
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exciting, accomplishing) to low self-determination (e.g. anxiety, guilt, lack o f control). 
Recreational gamblers scored highest on the intrinsic motivation subscale o f stimulation. 
This subscale reflects a desire for stimulating sensations such as excitement or fun. 
Pathological gamblers scored highest on the subscale o f amotivation. Amotivation has 
been characterized as a lack o f recognition for the consequence of a behavior. For 
example, one o f the GMS amotivation items asks gamblers to  indicate their level of 
agreement to the statement that, “I gamble, but sometimes I wonder what it does for me”. 
Players experiencing amotivation no longer possess control, but encounter feelings similar 
to that o f learned helplessness. Amotivation has also been described as a characteristic of 
boredom proneness (Farmer and Sundberg, 1986). Blaszczynski, McConaghy, and 
Frankova (1990) reported pathological gamblers scored significantly higher on measures 
o f boredom proneness than control groups. This finding o f amotivation may appear 
contradictory when considering the pathological group’s higher ratings o f importance 
across REP gambling motives, but this paradox is supported in the literature on addiction 
(Brown, Goldman, and Christiansen, 1985). Brown et al. (1985) found that alcoholics had 
significantly higher expectations o f positive drinking experiences than other drinkers. 
These expectations persisted despite negative and sometimes contradictory personal 
experiences.
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Other Analyses
With regard to  prior research of differences between groups o f gamblers, Dubé et 
al. (1996) studied a subset of “potential” and “probable” pathological gamblers drawn 
from a larger study (Ladouceur et al., 1994). He found that “potential” pathological 
gamblers (SOGS scores = 3 or 4) were more likely than “probable” pathological gamblers 
to perceive gambling as a social activity and to gamble with friends. “Probable” 
pathological gamblers (SOGS scores = 5 and above) were more likely to gamble alone. 
With regard to the incidental differences found between the problem (SOGS scores o f 1 -  
4) and pathological groups (SOGS scores of 5 and above) in this study, results appear to 
contradict those o f Dubé et al. (1996). Being with friends and independence while 
gambling did not show statistically significant differences between the problem and 
pathological groups. Also, the pathological group assigned higher levels of importance to 
the social recognition involved with gambling than did the problem gamblers. This reflects 
a need for admiration and may be an indication o f narcissistic personality disorder which 
has been reported to occur with increased frequency among pathological gamblers (APA, 
1994). Future research may want to examine finer distinctions between groups of 
gamblers to identify markers or shifting priorities along the gambling continuum.
Another incidental finding of this study showed that the pathological group 
assigned higher statistical importance than did other groups of gamblers to the motives o f 
winning, social recognition, control/power, excitement, and risk with r% ard to 
participation in their fevorite other recreational activities. Excitement appears to be the
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only one o f these motives to have any practical significance in this study, as it is the only 
one also listed among pathological gamblers’ top five rank-ordered motives for 
participation in their favorite other recreational activities. However, examination of these 
five motives compared to the top five motives pathological gamblers reported for 
participation in their favorite gambling activities finds additional similarities: winning, 
excitement, and risk. The DSM-IV (APA, 1994) describes individuals participating in 
pathological gambling to often be highly competitive, energetic, restless, and easily bored. 
Serious similarities among pathological gamblers’ motives for participating in different 
activities may provide additional insight for therapists or rehabilitation centers trying to 
redirect gamblers attention to other activities (Brown, 1986).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
REFERENCES
Abbott, M. & Volberg, R  (1991). Gambling and problem gambling in New 
Zealand. Research Series #12, Research Unit, Department o f Internal Aflfeirs, Wellington, 
New Zealand.
Abt, V. (1985) The business o f risk: Commercial gambling in mainstream America. 
Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas.
American Psychiatric Association. (1980). DSM-HI: Diagnostic and statistical 
manual o f  mental disorders (3"* ed ). Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Association.
American Psychiatric Association. (1994). DSM-IV: Diagnostic and statistical 
manna! o f  mental disorders (4* ed ). Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Association.
Beard, J. G , & Ragheb, M. G. (1983). Measuring leisure motivation. Journal of 
Leisure Research. 15. 219-228.
Bergler, E., M D . (1958, 1970). The psychology o f gambling. England: 
International Universities Press, Inc.
Bems, D. (1997a, December 5). Study: Millions problem gamblers. Las Vegas 
Review-Journal [on-line], XX. Available: http://www.lvij.com, keyword: gambling.
Bems, D. (1997b, December 8). GAMING CHIPS: Gaming opponent pleased 
with week’s news. Las Vegas Review-Joumai [on-line], xx. Available: 
http://ivww.lvij.com, keyword: gambling.
52
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
53
Blaszczynski, A., McConaghy, N., & Frankova, A. (1990). Boredom proneness in 
pathological gambling. Psychological Reports. 67. 35-42.
Brown, R  I. (1986). Arousal and sensation-seeking components in the general 
explanation o f gambling and gambling addictions. International Journal o f the Addictions. 
2L 1001-1016.
Brown, S. A., Goldman, M. S., & Christiansen, B. A. (1985). Do alcohol 
expectancies mediate drinking patterns o f adults? Journal o f Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology. 53. 512-519.
Campbell, F. F. (1975a, June). The positive view o f gambling - Another look.
Paper presented at the Second Annual Conference on Gambling, South Lake Tahoe, NV.
Campbell, F. F. (1975b, June). The future o f gambling as a preservative impulse. 
Paper presented at the meeting of the World Future Society, Washington, DC.
Chantai, Y., Vallerand, R  J., & Vallieres, E. F. (1991). Motivation and gambling 
involvement. Journal o f Social Psvchologv. 135. 755-761.
Chantai, Y., & Vallerand, R. J. (1996). Skill versus luck; A motivational analysis 
o f gambling involvement. Journal o f Gambling Studies. 12. 407-418.
Christiansen, E. (1998, August). The 1997 United States gross annual wager. 
International Gaming and Wagering Business Magarine. supplement.
Commission on the Review o f the National Policy Towards Gambling. (1976). 
Gambling in America. Washington, DC: Government Printing office.
Cotte, J. (1997). Chances, trances, and lots o f slots: Gambling motives and 
consumption experiences. Journal o f Leisure Research. 29. 380-406.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
54
Coyle, C P., & Kinney, W. B (1990). A comparison of leisure and gambling 
motives of compulsive gamblers. Therapeutic ReCTeation JoumaL 24. 32-39.
Custer, R. L., Meeland, T., Krug, S. E. (1984, December, 9-12). Differences 
between social gamblers and pathological gamblers. Sixth National Conference on 
Gambling and Risk Taking, Atlantic City, NJ.
Deci, E. L , & Ryan, R_ M ., (1985). Intrinsic motivation and selfrdetermination in 
human behavior. New York, NY; Plenum Press.
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M ., (1991). A motivational approach to self Int%ration in 
personality. In R. Dienstbier (Ed ), Nebraska symposium on motivation. 38: Perspectives 
on motivation. 237-288, Lincoln, NE: University o f Nebraska Press.
Driver, B. L. (1973). Quantification o f recreationists' preferences. U. S.
Department of Agriculture Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment 
Station, Fort Collins, CO., Unpublished Mimeograph, 1-27.
Driver, B. L. (1977). Item pool for scales designed to quantify the psychological 
outcomes desired and expected fi'om recreation opportunities. Fort Collins, CO: USDA 
Forest, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station (mimeographed).
Driver, B. L. (1983). Item pool for scales designed fr> giianrify the psychological 
outcomes desired and expected fi'om recreation opportunities. Fort Collins, CO: USDA 
Forest, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station (mimeographed).
Dubé, D , Freeston, M. H., & Ladouceur, R. (1996). Potential and probable 
pathological gamblers: Where do the differences lie? Journal of Gambling Studies. 12, 
419-430.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
55
Dumont, M., & Ladouceur, R., (1990). Evaluation o f motivation among 
video-poker players. Psvcholoeical Reports. 66. 95-98.
Eadington, W. R_ (1996). The legalization of casinos; policy objectives, r^ttlatory 
alternatives, and cost/benefit considerations. Journal of Travel Research. 34. 3-8
Farmer, R , & Sundberg, N. D. (1986). Boredom-proneness: The development of 
a new scale. Journal of Personality Assessment, 5 0 .4-17.
Frank, M. L., (1987, September). Youth: Casino gambling and college students. 
Paper presented at the fifth annual statewide conference on compulsive gambling- Council 
o f Compulsive Gambling o f New Jers^ , Asbury Park, NJ.
Frank, M. L. (1988, May). Underage gambling in Atlantic City Casinos. Paper 
presented at the Third Annual Conference on Gambling Behavior, New York, NY.
Graefe, A. R , Ditton, R. B., Roggenbuck, J. W., & Schreyer, R  (1981). Notes on 
the stability of the fector structure o f leisure meanings. Leisure Sciences. 4, 51-65.
Jacobs, D. F., (1987). Effects on children of parental excesses in gambling. Paper 
presented at the Seventh International Conference on Gambling and Risk Taking, Reno, 
NV.
Knowles, E. S. (1976). Searching for motivations in risk taking and gambling. In 
Gambling and society, ed. W. R  Eadington, 295-322. Springfield, DL: Charles C. Thomas.
Kusyszyn, I. (1976). An existential interpretation o f gambling Paper presented at 
the Third Annual Conference on Gambling, Las Vegas, NV.
Kusyszyn, L (1984). The psychology o f gambling The Annals of the American 
Academy. 474. 133-145.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
56
Kusyszyn, I., & Kallai, C. (1975). The gambling person: Heatehv or sick? Paper 
presented at the Second Annual Conference on Gambling, South Lake Tahoe, NV.
Kusyszyn, 1 & Rutter, R. (1978). Persnnalitv characteristics o f heavy gamblers, 
light gamblers, nongamblers, and lottery plavers. Paper presented at the Fourth Annual 
conference on Gambling, Reno, NV.
Ladoucoir, R. (1991). Prevalence estimates o f pathological gamblers In Quebec. 
Canadian Journal o f Psvchiatrv. 36. 732-734.
Ladouceur, R., Dubé, D , Bujold, A. (1994). Prevalence estimates o f pathological 
gambling and related problems among college students in the Quebec metropolitan area. 
Canadian Journal o f Psvchiatrv. 39. 289-293.
Las Vegas Convention & Visitors Authority. (1995-1996). Clark countv residents 
study: Survey o f leisure activities and gambling behaviors. Las Vegas, NV: Las Vegas 
Convention & Visitors Authority.
Lesieur, H. R., & Blume, S. B. (1987). The South Oaks Gambling Screen 
(SOGS): A new instrument for the identification o f pathological gamblers. American 
Journal o f Psvchiatrv. 144. 1184-1188.
Lesieur, H. R , & Blume, S. B. (1993). Revising the South Oaks Gambling Screen 
in different settings. Journal o f Gambling Studies. 9, 213-219.
Lesieur, H. R , Cross, J., Frank, M., Welch, M., White, C. M., Rubenstein, G., 
M osel^, R , & Marie, M. (1991). Gambling and pathological gambling among university 
students. Addictive Behaviors. 16. 517-527.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
57
Lorenz, V. C. (1983). An annotated bibliography on pathological gambling: with a 
profile o f gambling behavior o f students from the University o f Nevada at Las Vegas and 
Georgia State Universitv in Atlanta. Published thesis (Ph. D.) University of Pennsylvania.
Martinez-Pina, A., de Parga, J. L., Vallverdu, R. F., Planas, X. S., Mateo, M. M , 
& Aguado, V. M. (1991). The Catalonia surv^r: Personality and intelligence structure in a 
sample o f compulsive gamblers. Journal o f Gambling Studies. 7, 275-300.
Maslow, A. H. (1968). Toward a psvchologv of being. New Yoric: Van Nostrand.
National Opinion Research Center, University of Chicago. (1999). Gambling 
impact and behavior studv: Final report to the national gambling impact study commission. 
New York, NY: Christiansen/Cummings Associates.
Oster, S. (1992). Parameters of undergraduate gambling. Published thesis. 
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas.
Oster, S. & Knapp, T. J. (1994, June 2). Casino gambling bv underage patrons: 
Two studies o f a university student population. Paper presented at the Ninth International 
Conference on Gambling and Risk-Taking, Las Vegas, NV.
Paulhus, D. L. (1994). Balanced inventory o f desirable responding: Reference 
manual for BDPR version 6. unpublished manuscript. University o f British Columbia.
Platz, L ., & Hoefer, M. L. (1999, April). Differences among level o f gambling 
participation and socially desirable responding. Poster presented at the 79*** aimual meeting 
o f the Western Psychological Association, Irvine, C A.
Rosenthal, D. H., Driver, B. L., & Waldman, D. (1982). Constmct validity of 
instniments measuring recreationists' preferences. Leisure Sciences. 5, 89-108.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
58
Shaffer, H. J , Hall, M. N., & Vander Bilt, J. (1997). Estimating the prevalence of 
disordered gambling behavior in the United States «nd Canada- A meta-analvsis. Boston, 
MA: President and Fellows o f Harvard College.
Tinsley, H. E. A., Driver, B. L., & Kass, R. A. (1982). Reliability and concurrent 
validity of the recreation experience preference scales. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement. 41. 897-907.
Volberg, R. & Banks, S. (1990). A review o f two measures o f pathological 
gambling in the United States. Journal of Gambling Studies. 6, 153-163.
Winters, K. C , Stinchfield, R. D , Fulkerson, J. (1993). Toward the development 
o f an adolescent gambling problem severity scale. Journal o f Gambling Studies. 9,63-84.
Winters, K. C , Stinchfield, R. D , Kim, L. G (1995). Monitoring adolescent 
gambling in Minnesota. Journal o f Gambling Studies. 11. 165-183.
Yuan, M., Yuan, S., & Janes, P. (1996). An examination o f university student 
gambling practices. Gaming Research & Review JoumaL 3, 7-23
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
59
VITA
Department o f Psychology 
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas
Laurie Platz
Local Address:
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas 
Psychology Department 
4505 Maryland parkway 
Box 5030
Las Vegas NV 89154 
Degrees:
Bachelor o f Arts in Psychology, June 1994 
Youngstown State University 
Magna cum Laude
Master o f Arts in Psychology, May 1999 
University o f Nevada, Las V%as 
Summa cum Laude
Special Honors and Awards:
Golden Key National Honor Society
Psi Chi National Honor Society in Psychology
National Dean’s List 1992-94
Youngstown State University Dean’s List 1989-94
Youngstown State University Foundation Scholarship Recipient, 1992-94
University o f Nevada, Las V%as Graduate Student Association Research Grant,
1998
Publications:
Platz, L. (1994, May 5). YSU students’ perceptions o f Bahamian culture. Paper 
presented at QUEST 1994: A Celebration of Scholarly Activity at Youngstown 
State University.
Platz, L., Duquette, K., Davis, C , & Sheremeta, M. (1999, April 17). Pathological 
gambling and absenteeism among coUege students and casino employees. Poster 
presented at the 69“' annual meeting o f the Rocky Mountain Psychological 
Association, Ft. Collins, CO.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
60
Platz, L , & Hoefer, M. L. (1999, April 30). Differences among level of gambling
participation and socially desirable responding. Poster presented at the 79“* annual 
meeting o f the Western Psychological Association, Irvhie, CA.
Platz, L., & Roehl, W. (in review). Gambling among UNLV hotel majors.
Hoefer, M. L., and Platz, L. (1999, April 30). Psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and 
Gambling. Poster presented at the79* annual meeting of the Western 
Psychological Association, Irvine, CA.
Hoefer, M. L., and Platz, L. (1999, April 30). Psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and 
Social Desirability. Poster presented at the 79* annual meeting o f the Western 
Psychological Association, Irvine, CA.
Hoefer, M. L., Platz, L., Koch, M. G , and Silver, N. C. (1998, April 18). 
Machiavellianism: Differences on the erotometer. Poster presented at the 78 
annual meeting o f the Western Psychological Association, Albuquerque, NM.
Silver, N. C , Hoefer, M. L., Koch, M. G , and Platz, L. L. (1998, April 10). The 
erotic love style: Differences in interpersonal relationships. Poster presented at the 
44* meeting o f the Southwestern Psychological Association, New Orleans, LA.
Thesis Title:
Recreation and Gambling Behaviors Among College Students
Thesis Examination Committee:
Chairperson, Murray G. Mfilar, Ph.D.
Committee Member, Terry J. Knapp, Ph.D.
Committee Member, Sean M. Lane, Ph.D.
Graduate Faculty Representative, Cynthia P Carruthers, Ph D.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
IMAGE EVALUATION 
TEST TARGET (Q A -3 )
&
V -
y
,4
%
1.0
i .i
1.25
!:W Kâ
K  ta
tu
L&
1.4
m
150mm
V
«P/J
V
V
A
y4PR I_IE D  ^  IIVMGE . In c
1653 East Main street 
.J Roctiester, NY 14609 USA 
Phone: 716/482-0300 
Fax: 716/288-5989
O ‘903. Applied Image. Inc.. AH RIgMs Reserved
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
